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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Genzale Plating Company
Franklin Square, Town of Hempstead, Nassau County, New York

. STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selection of the remedial
action the by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for
the second operable unit of the Genzale Plating Company Superfund
site (Slte) in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. §§
©601-9675, and the National 0il and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision document
explains the factual and legal basis for selecting the remedy for
this Site. The attached index (Appendix III) identifies the
items that comprise the Administrative Record upon which the
selection of the remedial action is based.

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) concurs with the selected remedy (see Appendix IV).

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY = NO FURTHER ACTION

This operable unit represents the second of two operable units
for the Site. It addresses the fate and transport of potential
groundwater contamination that has been detected downgradient of
the Genzale Property. The EPA, in consultation with the NYSDEC,
has determined that this downgradient groundwater contamination
is limited and does not pose a significant threat to human health
or the environment, and therefore remediation is not appropriate.
This determination is based on the results of the Remedial
Investigation for the second operable unit and the fact that the
remedy for Operable Unit 1, treatment of soils and groundwater at
the Genzale property, will be completed. Thus, a "No Further
Action" remedy is the selected remedy for the second operable
unit of the Site.



DECLARATION

In accordance with the requirements of CERCLA, as amended, and .
the NCP, it has been determined that no remedial action is
necessary for the second operable unit to protect human health
and the environment at the Site. Past, current, and future
cleanup activities conducted at Genzale Plating Company property
will remediate the significant contamination present at this
Site, will contribute to the cleanup by natural attenuation of
the downgradient groundwater, and will result in eventual
compliance with Federal and State applicable or relevant
standards. Groundwater monitoring of all monitoring wells and
five-year reviews will be conducted as part of the long term
response action for the first operable unit of Site remediation.
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SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Genzale Plating Company site (Site) is located at 288 New
Hyde Park Road in Franklin Square, Nassau County, New York (see
Figure 1). The Site lies immediately adjacent to New Hyde Park
Road and Kalb Road to the west and east, respectively (see Figure
1). The Genzale Plating Company property (property) occupies an
area of approximately 27,000 square feet. The western portion of
the property is occupied by a two-story building which houses the
company office, plating operations, and chemical storage area.
The eastern portion of the Site is undeveloped and serves as an
outdoor storage yard and parking lot. Subsurface structures
include four leach pits and related piping. The Genzale Plating
Company has operated an electroplating business on the property
since 1915. .

Census data indicate that the population density in the vicinity
of the Site is estimated to be on the order of 3,000 to 6,000
persons per square mile. The Site is located in a primarily
residential area. Although small businesses do exist, they are
generally restricted to New Hyde Park Road, both to the north and
south of the Site.

Regionally, the naturally-occurring surface soils are a sandy
loam which generally promote rapid infiltration of precipitation
to the groundwater. Site specific soils and those of the
surrounding area are, however, classified as urban soils.
Greater surface runoff of precipitation is characteristic of
developed areas (i.e., buildings and pavement). The ground
surface in the eastern portion of the property is entirely
unpaved and therefore exposed.

Directly underlying the Site is the Upper Glacial aquifer, which
is designated with the federal classification II for a drinking
water source. Although the aquifer in the vicinity of the
property is not generally used as a potable water supply, three
Jamaica Water Supply Company wells located within 1 to 1.5 miles
of the Site do utilize this aquifer. Most water supply wells in
the vicinity of the Site are screened within the deeper Magothy
aquifer. The Magothy agquifer, underlying the glacial sediments,
is the thickest hydrogeological unit on lLong Island. In the
vicinity of the Site, it is estimated to be approximately 350 to
400 feet thick. Although this aquifer is confined in southern
Long Island, it is believed to be unconfined or under semi-
confined conditions in the vicinity of the Site. 1In the Site
area, groundwater flow is in a south-southwesterly direction.

The nearest downgradient surface water bodies to the Site are
located approximately 3.2 miles southwest and 3.0 miles
southeast, at Valley Stream State Park and Hempstead Lake State
Park, respectively. The slope of the ground surface between the
Site and these surface water bodies is less than 1 percent. The
nearest wetland area is located approximately 3.0 miles to the



southeast of the Site in Hempstead Lake State Park. There are no
designated New York State significant habitat, agricultural land,
nor historic or landmark sites directly or potentially affected
by conditions at the Site. There are no endangered species or
critical habitats within cloce prcximity of the Site.

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

The earliest record of operations at the Genzale facility dates
back to 1952. At that time, processing was reported to have
involved anodizing, as well as cadmium, zinc, and brass plating.
In 1954, electroplating operations are on record as utilizing the
following chemical compounds: copper cyanide, silver cyanide,
zinc cyanide, cadmium oxide, chromic acid, nickel sulfate,
sulfuric acid, nitric acid, and alkali cleaners. The relative
quantities of chemicals used at the Site during this period are
unknown as per the Nassau County Department of Health (NCDH),

1988.

In April 1981, the NCDH conducted an inspection of the Genzale
facility. During this inspection, the NCDH noted that industrial
wastewater from the plating facility was being discharged to at
least three of four subsurface leaching pits located in the yard
of the fatility. NCDH representatives instructed Genzale
personnel to discontinue discharge to the leaching pits at that
time. In addition, wastewater samples were obtained from the
leaching pits by NCDH and submitted for laboratory analysis for
inorganic compounds only. The analytical results obtained from
wastewater samples indicated heavy-metal concentrations of
chromium, copper, nickel and zinc in excess of New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) discharge
standards.

In March 1982, the Genzale property owners contracted Gamma TEC
Consulting Engineers of Commack, NY to excavate potentially
contaminated materials from the leaching pits. An estimated
total of 36 cubic yards of material were removed from three of
the leaching pits. Because of a lack of financial resources
available to the Genzale Plating Company (Company), leaching pit
excavation was not completed.

Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Inc. (Woodward-Clyde) performed a
site survey in April 1983, under contract to NYSDEC. Based on
the results of this investigation, in June 1986 the Genzale site
was added to the National Priorities List.

EPA sent a special notice letter to the Company on December 31,
1987. Based on the response to this letter, EPA determined that
the Company was financially unable to conduct the investigative
activities at the Site. Accordingly, EPA proceeded with the
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS). A work
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plan for the RI/FS was completed in October 1988, however, field
work could not be initiated because of problems obtaining access.
In August 1989, EPA issued an Access Order to the Company so that
field work could commence. As a result of the Company's failure
to comply, EPA sought and was granted a court order in October
1989 which directed the Company to grant EPA access. Field work
for the RI/FS began in November 1989 and was completed in
February 1990.

Data collected during the field investigation were used to
characterize the hydrogeological conditions in the vicinity of
the Site; to evaluate the nature and extent of potential soil and
groundwater contamination; to evaluate the fate and transport of
such contamination; and to conduct a risk assessment associated
with the existence of contaminants found at the Site.
Additionally, a Feasibility Study was prepared to evaluate
alternatives for cleaning up the Site.

A Record of Decision (ROD) was signed in March 1991. The
selected remedy included a combination of treatment techniques to
remediate soils and groundwater contaminated with volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) and metals at the property. A soil
vapor extraction system (SVE) has been installed at the facility
to treat VOC contamination. This treatment will be followed by
the excavation of soils to remove heavy metals contamination.
Subsequent to the treatment of soils, a groundwater extraction
and treatment system will be utilized to remove organic compounds
and metals from the groundwater at the facility.

The ROD also called for a supplemental investigation to delineate
more completely the extent of groundwater contamination beyond
the property. This investigation was designated as the second
operable unit of site remediation.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT

EPA has segmented the remedial work necessary to evaluate and
mitigate contamination at the Site into operable units. The
groundwater downgradient of the Genzale property has been
designated as Operable Unit 2 (0OU2) and is the subject of this
Record of Decision. The OU2 investigation area extends
approximately 600 feet east, 600 feet west, 500 feet north and
1,000 feet south of the Genzale property (see Figure 2).

The first operable unit (OUl) includes the treatment of on-site
soils and groundwater in the immediate vicinity of the property,
both of which are contaminated primarily with heavy metals and
VOCs. The Remedial Design for treatment of facility soils has
been completed and construction has been initiated. The design of
the facility groundwater treatment system is expected to be
completed by the Spring of 1996.



HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The RI and the Proposed Plan for the NUZ were released to the
public on August 12, 1995. These documents wers made aval.lable
in both the administrative record fiie 2t the EPA Docket Room in
Region II, New York and the information repository maintained at
the Franklin Square Public Library. The notice of the public
meeting and availability of the above-referenced documents
appeared in Newsday on August 25, 1995 and August 12, 1995,
respectively. A 30-day public comment period was held from
August 12, 1995 to September 10, 1995.

On August 31, 1995, EPA conducted a public meeting at the
Franklin Square Public Library, in Franklin Square, New York, to
inform local officials and interested citizens about the
Superfund process, present the results of the second operable
unit RI/FS and EPA's preferred "No Further Action" remedy, and
respond to any gquestions from area residents and other attendees.

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION SUMMARY

The RI field program for QU2 was conducted from February through
December 1994. Six monitoring wells at the facility and two
downgradient wells had been previously installed during the 0OUl
pre-remedial design investigation. The 0OU2 RI included the
installation of nine additional wells including seven
downgradient monitoring wells and two upgradient (background)
wells to delineate further the extent of the site-related
groundwater contamination. In addition, a Nassau County
monitoring well was sampled during both RIs. Groundwater
monitoring wells were drilled on-site in both the shallow Upper
Glacial aguifer, at a depth of approximately forty to sixty feet,
and in the deep Upper Glacial aguifer at a depth of approximately
seventy to ninety feet. Downgradient and background wells were
drilled in only the shallow Upper Glacial aquifer at depths of
forty to fifty feet.

Three rounds of groundwater sampling were conducted as part of
the OU2 investigation. Samples were analyzed for VOCs and metals
in Rounds I and II and metals only in Round III. Analytical data
collected were used to characterize the hydrogeological
conditions in the vicinity of the Site, evaluate the nature and
extent of potential site-related groundwater contamination, and
conduct an assessment of risk associated with contaminants in the
groundwater upgradient and downgradient of the property.

Round I sampling, conducted in March 1994, was performed with a
manual bailer. As 1s sometimes the case, this method of sample
collection resulted in samples with high levels of turbidity. As
a result, data indicated high metals concentrations, which were
attributed to the suspended particles associated with the
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turbidity, and were not considered to be representative of the
metals concentrations in the aquifer. Due to the high sample
turbidity, metals data from Round I were not used in the Risk
Assessment or the groundwater modeling. In an effort o minimize
sample turbidity, Rounds II and III (June 1994 and December 1994)
samples were collected using low-flow pumps.

Analytical data (see Table 1) suggest that VOC contamination in
the groundwater is limited to the groundwater at the Genzale
property, which is being addressed under OUI. The primary on-
site VOCs of concern include 1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCAa),
trichloroethene (TCE), and tetrachlorethane (PCE). The highest
levels of these contaminants were found in the on-site shallow
aguifer during Round I and were detected at the following maximum
concentrations: 870 micrograms per liter (ug/l) for 1,1,1-TCA,
540 ug/l for TCE, and 180 ug/l for PCE. The maximum
concentrations for these contaminants detected in on-site
groundwater during Round II were significantly lower at 290 ug/1l
for 1,1,1-TCA, 200 ug/l for TCE, and 72 ug/l for PCE.

Volatile constituents were also present at low concentrations
within the deep groundwater beneath the Site. During Round I,
1,1,1-TCA was the only VOC detected in a deep well at a
concentration above its maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 5
ug/l. 1,1,1-TCA was measured at 11 ug/l in MW=-2D, which is
located directly downgradient of two of the leach pits where high
levels of VOC contamination were measured in the soils. Other
VOCs were found in the deep on-site wells at very low
concentrations, all below their respective MCLs. No VOCs were
detected in the deep on-site wells during the Round II
investigation. 1In addition, the highest levels of VOCs found in
the shallow wells downgradient of the Site were all below their
respective New York State MCLs for drinking water of 5 ug/l.

Although sampling of the deep Upper Glacial aquifer downgradient
of the Site was not conducted, the RI data for the shallow Upper
Glacial aquifer suggest that significant attenuation of
‘contaminants has occurred. Round I VOC contaminant levels
measured in the on-site deep wells were approximately an order of
magnitude lower than the on-site shallow well contamination, with
only one VOC in one deep well having exceeded its MCL. 1In
“addition, no Round II samples from deep wells and no shallow
downgradient or upgradient well samples from Round I or II
exceeded the MCL for any VOC. Further, contaminant levels
measured in 1994 sampling events generally decreased in
comparison to the levels measured during the 1990 RI of OU1l.

This reduction in contamination can be attributed to the
attenuation which occurs as groundwater is transported vertically
(from the shallow groundwater to deep groundwater at the Site)
and laterally (from the shallow groundwater at the Site to
shallow groundwater downgradient of the Site) through the
aquifer.



Analytical data (see Table 2) indicated that although metals were
detected in the monitoring wells installed beyond the Genzale
property boundary, only chromium was present above its primary
MCL of 50 ug/l. Levels of chromium in excess of 50 ug/l were
detected in MW-4S (73 ug/l, Round II), MW-6S (54 ug/l, Round II),
MW-7S8 (72 ug/l, Round II), MW-8S (82 ug/l, Round II), MW=-9S (130
ug/l, Round III), MW-13S (132 ug/l, Round III), and MW-14S (107
ug/l, Round III). Chromium was not found above MCLs in any
filtered samples taken from any upgradient or downgradient wells.
In addition, samples containing chromium in excess of the MCL
were sporadic, with no individual well samples exceeding the MCL
in two consecutive rounds of sampling. The levels of
contamination in the off-site wells were significantly lower than
the wells on the Genzale property where chromium was detected at
2,360 ug/l and 1,460 ug/l in MW-2S (Rounds II and III,
respectively), 380 ug/l in MW-1S (Round II); and 206 ug/l in MW-
3S (Round II).

Analysis of field, trip and deionized water blanks during the
three rounds of sampling indicated detectable levels of both
metals and VOCs. It can be assumed that because of the levels
detected in the blanks, the levels measured in the groundwater
samples, if impacted, would yield values that are biased high.
Therefore, the data was considered to be appropriate for use in
the preparation of a conservative assessment of risk and plume
delineation.

Sampling alsco indicated that iron and manganese are present in
some wells at levels above their respective secondary drinking
water standards. However, the secondary MCLs for iron and
manganese are based on aesthetic properties and are intended to
prevent potential problems, such as poor taste, odor and staining
of plumbing fixtures and do not specifically present a health
risk.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

In conjunction with the RI, a baseline risk assessment was
conducted to estimate the risks associated with current and
future conditions related to the off-property groundwater. The
baseline risk assessment estimates the human health and
ecological risk which could result from the downgradient
groundwater, if no remedial action were taken.

A four-step process was utilized for assessing human health risks
resulting from the downgradient groundwater contamination to
determine a reasonable maximum exposure scenario. Hazard
Identification identifies the contaminants of concern in the
downgradient groundwater based on several factors such as
frequency of occurrence, toxicity, and concentration. Exposure
Assessment estimates the magnitude of actual and/or potential
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human exposures, the freguency and duration of these exposures,
and the pathway (e.g., ingesting contaminated well-water) by
which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity Assessment
determines the types of adverse health effects associated with
chemical exposures, and the relationship between magnitude of
exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). Risk
Characterization summarizes and combines outputs of the exposure
and toxicity assessments to provide quantitative assessment of
risks related to the downgradient groundwater.

The baseline risk assessment began with selecting contaminants of
concern which would be representative of risks associated with
the groundwater beyond the Genzale property boundary. These
contaminants included acetone, benzene, bromoform, PCE, toluene,
1,1-dichloroethane, 1,1,1-TCA, TCE, aluminum, trivalent chromium,
hexavalent chromium, manganese, nickel, lead, and zinc.

Two exposure scenarios were examined for potential future and
current residents. These were inhalation of volatile organic
chemicals while showering (see Table 3) and ingestion of
contaminated drinking water (see Table 4) from the shallow Upper
Glacial aquifer. The ingestion scenario was selected for the
purposes of determining the most conservative risk
characterization even though it is assumed that no residents are
currently consuming the groundwater via private shallow wells.
(The verity of this assumption will be confirmed during a private
well survey to be performed in conjunction with the No Further
Action remedy.) The populations evaluated included current nearby
residents and future nearby residents. An exposure assessment
was conducted to estimate the magnitude, frequency, and duration
of actual and/or potential exposures to the chemicals of concern
via all pathways by which humans are potentially exposed. The
assumptions used in the risk assessment were very conservative
which would overestimate risks for these pathways.

EPA's acceptable cancer risk range is 10* to 10® which can be

interpreted to mean that an individual may have between a one in
ten thousand to a one in a million increased chance of developing
cancer as a result of site~related exposure to a carcinogen over
a 70-year lifetime under the specific exposure conditions a site.

The combined risk levels for ingestion and inhalation from
potential exposure to the downgradient groundwater resulted in a
cancer risk level of 9.2 x 10°. The results of the baseline risk
assessment indicate that the downgradient groundwater poses no
unacceptable carcinogenic risks to human health.

To assess overall potential for noncarcinogenic effects posed by
the contaminants a site, EPA has developed the hazard index (HI).
The HI measures the assumed simultaneous subthreshold exposures
to several chemicals which could result in an adverse health
effect. An HI value of greater than one may pose a
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noncarcinogenic risk. A noncancer hazard index of 0.35 was
calculated for the downgradient groundwater, considering both
inhalation and ingestion as potential pathways. .

An assessment of ecological risk considered potential exposure
routes of contamination emanating from the Site to terrestrial
wildlife. The only potential route of exposure to wildlife is by
contaminant transport through the groundwater and discharge via
groundwater into surface waters. The nearest surface water
bodies to the Site are 3.2 miles southwest and 3 miles southeast
at Valley Stream State Park and Hempstead Lake State Park,
respectively. Based on the results of the RI, impacts to
ecological receptors from contamination associated with the Site
are unlikely.

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this
evaluation, as in all such assessments, are subject to a wide
variety of uncertainties. 1In general, the main sources of
uncertainty include:

. environmental chemistry sampling and analysis
. environmental parameter measurement

. exposure parameter estimation

. toxicological data.

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the
potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in the media
sampled. Conseguently, there is significant uncertainty as to
the actual levels present. Environmental chemistry analysis
errors can stem from several sources including the errors
inherent in the analytical methods and characteristics of the
matrix being sampled.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates
of how often an individual would actually come in contact with
the chemicals of concern, the period of time over which such
exposure would occur, and the models used to estimate the
concentrations of the chemicals of concern at the point of

exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both
from animals to humans and from high to low doses of exposure, as
well as from the difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a
mixture of chemicals. These uncertainties are addressed by
making conservative assumptions concerning risk and exposure
parameters throughout the assessment. As a result, the Risk
Assessment provides upper-bound estimates of the risks to
populations near the Site, and it is highly unlikely to
underestimate actual risks related to the Site.
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Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the OUl response action
selected in the OUl ROD, may present an imminent danger to public
health, welfare or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES

CERCLA requires that each selected remedy be protective of human
health and the environment, be cost-effective, comply with other
statutory laws, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative
technologies and resource recovery alternatives to the maximum
extent practicable. 1In addition, the statute includes a
preference for the use of treatment as a principal element for
the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous
substances.

Two remedial alternatives were considered in the FS. These were:

4 GW-1: No Action
A GW-2: Pumping/Filtration/Reinjection

"Time to implement" is defined as the period of time needed to
implement the remedy (i.e., the amount of time needed for the
construction of a treatment facility); it does not include the
time required to design the remedy, procure contracts for design
and construction, negotiate with responsible parties for
implementation of the remedy, conduct operation and maintenance,
or conduct long-term monitoring.

It should be noted that the remedial alternatives assume that the
remedy for the groundwater and soils at the Genzale property is
currently being implemented. The groundwater remedy calls for
the removal of VOCs from the groundwater via air stripping and
the removal of metals via chemical precipitation and filtration.
The soil treatment remedy calls for the removal of VOCs via soil
vapor extraction (SVE) and subsequent excavation and treatment
for metals contamination.

Alternative GW-1: No Further Action

Capital Cost: $0
Annual O & M Cost: $ 0
Present Worth: $ 0
Time to Implement: N/A

The Superfund program requires that the no action alternative be
considered as a baseline for comparison with other alternatives.
The No Further Action alternative would rely on natural
attenuation to reduce contaminants in the downgradient
groundwater to below State and Federal drinking and groundwater.
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standards. The agquifer's inherent ability to dilute and adsorb
the contaminants would result in natural flushing of the aquifer.
The soil and groundwater remediation which will be implemented
under OUl would minimize any additional contribution to the
contaminants in the downgradient groundwater. It is anticipated,
based on groundwater modeling performed during the OUl Remedial
Design, that natural attenuation of groundwater, in addition to
the remediation provided under 0Ul, would result in the reducticn
of contaminants in the downgradient groundwater to levels below
State and Federal drinking and groundwater standards in about 18
to 19 years depending on pumping rates and the location of the
reinjection wells. The No Further Action alternative would rely
on a long-term monitoring program to confirm that the
contaminants of concern are attenuating. Approximately twelve
monitoring wells would be utilized in order to sample the
groundwater from the shallow aquifer to track contaminant
migration. This monitoring would be conducted as part of the OUl
groundwater remediation, and as a result, no monitoring costs
would be incurred as part of Alternative GW-1.

In addition to the monitoring program, EPA intends to conduct a

private well survey to determine if any residential wells are
currently in use in the vicinity of the Site.

Alternative GW-2: Pumping/Filtration/Reinjection

Capital Cost: $ 1,634,200
Annual O & M Cost: $ 375,500
Present Worth: $ 5,351,100
Time to Implement: Three years

The major features of this alternative would include groundwater
collection, treatment, and reinjection.

The collection system would consist of two extraction wells
installed in the downgradient portion of the plume in the Upper
Glacial aquifer to a depth of approximately 70 feet. The
groundwater would be pumped at a rate of approximately 100
gallons per minute (gpm) and piped to a treatment facility where
metals would be removed by a dual-media (sand/anthracite)
pressure filtration process. The treatment system would be
designed to effectively reduce the chromium in the extracted
groundwater to levels below the Federal and New York State
drinking and groundwater standards. Any sludge generated during
the metal-removal process would be disposed of in a RCRA Subtitle
C landfill in accordance with Land Disposal Restrictions. The
treated groundwater would then be returned to the aquifer through
four reinjection wells. The exact location of the extraction and
reinjection wells would be determined during the design phase.

It can be expected, however, that because the downgradient plume
is not on the Genzale property, public or private lands would
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need to be acquired to construct and operate the groundwater
treatment system. Groundwater modeling has indicated that
groundwater extraction, filtration, and reinjection would result
in the reduction of contaminants in the downgradient groundwater
to levels below State and Federal drinking and groundwater
standards in approximately 14 years.

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives, each
alternative is assessed against nine evaluation criteria, namely,
overall protection of human health and the environment;
compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs); short-term effectiveness; long=term
effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility, or
volume; implementability; cost; and community and state
acceptance.

The evaluation criteria are described below:

A Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate
protection and describes how risks are eliminated, reduced,
or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or
institutional controls.

A Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy will
meet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements and/or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

A Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence refers to the ability
of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health

and the environment over time, once cleanup goals have been
met. It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of

the measures that may be required to manage the risk posed

by treatment residuals and/or untreated wastes.

A Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

refers to the anticipated performance of the treatment
technologies, with respect to these parameters, that a

remedy may employ.

A Short-term Effectiveness addresses the period of time needed
to achieve protection from any adverse impacts on human
health and the environment that may be posed during the
construction and implementation period of the alternative.

A Implementability involves the technical and administrative
feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of
materials and services needed to implement the chosen
solution.
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A Cost includes both capital and operation and maintenance:
costs. Cost comparisons are made on the basis of present
worth values. Present worth values are eguivalent to the
amount of money which must be invested to implement a
certain alternative at the start of construction to provide
for both construction costs and O&M costs over time.

A ‘State Acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of
the RI/FS report and Proposed Plan, the State concurs with,
opposes, or has no comment on the preferred alternative.

A Community Acceptance is assessed in the attached
Responsiveness Summary and refers to the public's general
response to the alternatives described in the RI/FS report
and the Proposed Plan.

The following section compares the relative performance of each
groundwater alternative.

A Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Modeling predicts that the groundwater extraction and treatment
proposed in Alternative GW-2 would result in the reduction of
downgradient chromium contamination to State and Federal
groundwater and drinking water standards in 14 years. Modeling
of the No Further Action alternative, which would rely on natural
attenuation and the implementation of the OUl remedy, predicts
that these standards would be met in approximately 18 years.

As noted earlier, the risk assessment indicated that the levels
of contaminants in the downgradient groundwater present no
significant human health risk under current or future uses, if
left unremediated. The contaminants would, however, continue to
migrate under the No Further Action alternative until attenuated.
In addition, because groundwater is not known to discharge to any
surface water bodies or wetlands in the vicinity of the site,
impacts to ecological receptors from the implementation of the No
Further Action alternative is unlikely.

4 Compliance with ARARS

Both alternatives would eventually comply with ARARs. Modeling
predicts that the treatment of the groundwater would result in
the reduction of downgradient chromium contamination to State and
Federal groundwater and drinking water standards in approximately
18 years for Alternative GW-1 and 14 years for Alternative GW-2.
In addition, for Alternative GW-2, any sludge generated during
the metals removal process would be disposed of in a RCRA
Subtitle C landfill in accordance with Land Disposal
Restrictions.

12



4 Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Both scenarios are essentially equivalent in their long-term
effectiveness and permanence; they only vary in the number of
years it would take to achieve Federal and State drinking water
and groundwater standards in the aquifer, that is, approximately
14 years for Alternative GW=-1 and approximately 18 years for
Alternative GW-2.

Alternative GW-2 would result in greater long-term exposure to
workers who would come into contact with the contaminated sludges
from the treatment system. However, proper health and safety
procedures would be implemented to prevent or minimize exposure
to these materials. No treatment sludge would be generated, if
the No Further Action scenario were implemented.

4 Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

Under both alternatives, the downgradient chromium contamination
eventually decreases to levels below State and Federal drinking
water and groundwater standards, thereby ultimately reducing the
volume and toxicity of the contamination. Only Alternative GW-2,
however, employs treatment to achieve such reduction. Extraction
and treatment of the downgradient chromium contamination
(Alternative GW-2) to levels below Federal and State drinking
water and groundwater standards are estimated to take 14 years,
while natural attenuation is estimated to take approximately 18
vears under Alternative GW-1. Therefore, Alternative GW-2 would
provide the benefits of reduction of volume and toxicity of the
downgradient chromium contamination in a slightly shorter time
frame. By capturing a significant portion of the off-site
groundwater contamination, Alternative GW-2 would result in the
greater reduction in mobility of the chromium contamination,
whereas Alternative GW-1 would allow for migration of the
contamination. This migration, however, will be associated with
decreasing levels of the contaminant as a result of the effects
of natural attenuation and on-site treatment of soils and
groundwater.

4 Short-term Effectiveness

The implementation of Alternative GW-1 would result in no
additional risk to the community or Site workers, because no
major construction activities would be conducted.

The implementation of Alternative GW-2 (i.e., extraction and
reinjection wells, piping, etc.) would have minor negative
impacts on residents in the study area. These impacts would be
associated with the disruption of traffic, excavation on public
and private land, and noise and fugitive dust emissions.
Appropriate measures, however, would be implemented to minimize
these impacts. 1In addition, any potential health and safety

13



risks to on-site workers during the construction phase of
Alternative GW-2 would be minimized by strict adherence to all
applicable occupaticnal health and safety procedures and - .

standards.

A Inplementability

The technology proposed for Alternative GW-2 is proven and
reliable in attaining cleanup goals, however, Alternative GW-2
would be significantly more complicated to implement than
Alternative GW-1, the No Further Action alternative. The design
of the groundwater extraction system would take approximately 1.5
years to complete. Another 1.5 years would be required to
complete construction of that system. In addition, public or
private land would have to be acquired in order to place the
extraction and/or reinjection wells, and access and/or easements
would be required prior to the installation of the piping and
pumps needed to convey treated and untreated groundwater to and
from the groundwater treatment system. This could potentially
result in some delays associated with the implementation of
Alternative GW-2.

A Cost

According to the present worth cost estimates for the

alternatives evaluated, Alternative GW-2 ($5,351,100) would be
significantly more costly to implement than Alternative GW-1. The

annual cost of operating and maintaining the groundwater .
extraction/treatment system is estimated to be $375,500.

Although Alternative 1 would include long-term monitoring of the
groundwater, there are no costs associated with this alternative
as the groundwater monitoring wells are already in place and the
monitoring would be conducted as part of the OUl groundwater

remediation.

A Community Acceptance

In general, the community concurs with the selected remedy.
Responses to comments raised during the comment period are
included in the attached Responsiveness Summary.

A State Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the selected remedy.

14 ' .



SUMMARY OF SELECTED REMEDY

EPA and DEC have determined that Alternative GW-1, HNo Further
Action, is the appropriate remedy for the second operable unit ot
site remediation. Based on the findings of the OU2 RI performed
at the Site, downgradient groundwater contamination was
determined to be very limited in extent and not to pose any
significant risk to human health and the environment.

Additionally, remedial actions called for in the OUl ROD,
specifically the source treatment via soil vapor extraction and
excavation and off-site disposal of contaminated soils followed
by the groundwater remediation, will result in further reduction
of contaminant concentrations in the downgradient groundwater.

Modelling has predicted that the time necessary to achieve MCLs
in the downgradient groundwater is only slightly less for
Alternative GW-2 (14 years with pumping and treating) than for
Alternative GW-1 (18 years with no active remediation). Hence,
there would be little benefit derived and a significant cost
incurred by selecting Alternative GW-2 over Alternative GW-1.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes from the preferred alternative,
as presented in the Proposed Plan.

15
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TANLE 4

SUMMARY OF YOLATILE ORGANIC GROUHIDAYATER ARALY TICAL RESULTS
GENZALE PLATING OU-2

e BEHCHMARK ON-SITE WELLS OFF-SITE WELLS BACKGIROUND WELLS
l'%:i" ROUND | ROUND 1) ROUND 1t | ROUND 1l ILOUND | AOUND 1
ARALYIE o COMPARISOH SHALLOW DEEP SHALLOW DEE SHALLOW | SHALLOW || SHALLOW | SHALLOW
toromcianc ) 5 . .- ND-I, - - HI-1 - -
fcthiylene chlotide s HD-U., ND-0.1, . . . - . -
.1-Dichlorocthene ) ) Hi>-4 - . . - . - -
A-Dichlorocthanc - s ND -4 -- .. . . .. - -
“i1-1,2-Dichlorocthenc s ND-9 ND-3 - - . - - -
@ns-1.2-Dicloroctiane s ND-U., ND-0.2, - - . . - 2
“hloioform 7 ND-0.], ND-0.2, - - - - - -
2-utanone N 50 - - L. .- ND-1, - - -
1,1,1-Trichlorocthane | 4 12,-870 ND-11 ND-290, - ND-2, ND-2 - -
Trichloroethene ] 5 12-540 ND-A4 ND.200, -- ND-0.6, - - -
Tetrschlorocthene s 4-180 004,07, |  Nna2, - NOD-I, ND-1, 0.1,:0.3, -
Juluenc S .- e .- .- ND-0.9, . - -
Totsl Volatiles 100 W.07-1608.2 | 0.08-18.8Y 1-562 - " ND-3.2 ND-2 0.1,:0., -
Volatile TICs NC 12,,-180,, ND-2.1,, 30-Me i ND-3UA,, ND-307,, o 17300240 0,
HOTLS:

V. Albanalyte scsuls we shown in ugh {ppb). e
2. Deachmuk bevels for coujmiton arc taken frons Diinklog Water Maximum Contamsinnl Levels (MCEs), USEFA Ininking \Water egulations and 1calth Advisosies [Oftice of
Watce, December 1993]; New York State MCLs, New Yoik State Depatncnt of Healih (HYSDOR), [Bucan of Public Wales Supply, Chepter | - State Sanitary Cude {as of February

1992)}: of New Yok State Awmbical Water Quality Standasds sud Guidence Values, Hew York State Depatment of Enviromncatal Cuntcavation (NYSDEC), {Uivision of Walcr, October 1993). The lowest
mos) conscivative vaduc of Uie thice scls of ciitcrin was chosen fur compnintive analysis,

). Moniiing wells arc divided a3 follows:
On-site wells (shatlow) = MWIS, MW1S and MW)S,

On-site wells (deep) = MWID, MAY2D and MWD,
Off-site wells = MW{S, MWSS, MAVGS, MAVDS, MAVES, MWOS, MAVIOS, MW LIS, MW IS, aud NCDIW-9984.
Dackground wells = MWIIS and MW 12S.

- Boldfice couics equal or ¢ xeced their sespective benclunaik feved B at least the maximun amount per copcenhialion 1ange.
$. Qualifices ac:

HOD or - = ot detected at snalytical method detection limits,
3 ~ Lstimated value,

i = Rejecied volue,

H = Picsunptively present,

NC = No ctiictis avaibable,

6. Volalile organics were not sampled for duging the lound IE sampling event.




TasLl 2

SUMMARY QF METALS (FHUTERED AND UNFILTERED) GROUNDWATER AMALYTICAL RESULTS FOR OH-SHTE WELLS
GUENZALE PLATING OU2

BENCHMARK

OM-SITE WELLS

. “H\;;l‘ ROUMD | ROUND H ROUHD 41
ANALYTE CoMPAIISON SHALLOW DR STHALLOW DEEY SHALLOW DELY
Aluminem | Unhitered $0-200 J110-9860 156-1150, 12-203 181751 ..
Filtered 50-200 ND-303, - N1T-133 ND-127 ND-131 -
Alscnic Unfiltered 25 ND-7.7, -- .- . .
Filtered 25 .- -~ . - .-
Uarium Unfiltcred 1000 68.2-184 328521, ND-64.1 3).7-54.8 - -
Filtcred 10uo 213,644 27.9-39.4, ND-79. 33.316.5 - »
Beryllium Unfiltered ) -- - - -- -- --
-_Fil(crr.d 3l - .- -- e - -
Cadmium | Unfiliered ) ND-252 ND-5.4 ND-10, -- -
Filtered 5 ND-G.9 - ND-5.3, - ND-5 -
Calcium Unfiltered NC 20,300,-26,200 9700-13,700 20,600-29,400 9900-16,000 14,000-19,000 $000-13,000
Viltcred NC 18,400,-25,100 8770-13,700 22,600-29,400 9480-15,900 14,000-20,000 10,000-14,000
Chromiu": _-;nmlntd 50 3100.8700 74.9,-334 204-1630 15.9-76.1 12-1460 NU-92
Filtered 50 11.5,-1450 18.3,-25.5, 27.0-1560 HD22.6 ND-1480 HD-21
Coballt | Unfiltered NC 219,12 ND-10.6 ND-13.2 . .. -
Filtered NC ND-5.8 ND-5.Y NU-135.1 - -
Copper Unfiltered 200 70.9-3170 186,511 NI-360 ND-65.1 TND14 NU-48
Filicred 200 ND-3UI, ND-7.2 NI ND-47.1 ND-13) -
tron Unfilicred 300 15,800-38,800, 11504810, 1490 1860 - NU30,
Filtered 300 TND-31.1, 30.3,-245 ND-213 NDAL7 - .-
Lend Unfiltered s 30.1-446 10.9,-18.0 - - - -
Filtered 15 - -- -- -- - -




TABLE 2 (cout.)

SUMBMARY OF METALS (FILTERED AND UNFILTERED) GROUNDWATER AHALYTICAL RESULTS FOILON-SITE WELLS
GENZALE PLATING QU-2

BENCHMARK ON-STTE WELLS
"‘{:é}i" ROUND | ROUND 11 ROUND 1
ANALYTE COMPARISON SHALLOW DEEP SUALLOW DEEP SIALLOW DEEP
Magncsivm | Unfificred 35,000 6160,8100 2370-3400 $230-6490 2400-4020 -
Filered 35,000 4670,-6000 2140-340 5230-6600 2230-3930 - -
Mangancsc Unfil.cred 50 511,-750 33.6-118 323,51 8.8-15.7 ND-29 " ND-2)
Filicred 50 17.1,42. 19.0,-13.8 25.9,-51.5 2.4-10.2 ND-30° ND-22
Nickel Unfilicied WD 76.5-5540 40.4,-2540 ND-560U ND-29.7 ND-2360 NO-101
Filtered wD 13.7-3090 20.5,1980 ND-5590 ND-31.7 ND-2470 NDL-94
Potassium Unfiltered NC 530-3500, ND-3650, ND-4800 2970-3270 - -
Filtered NC 2110,-2770 1490-3850, ND-2780 2880-3040 - -
Sclenivm Unfiltered 10 - - .- - - -
Filtered 10 - . -- - - -
Silver Unfliltered 50 ND-26.0, NU-9.4, - -- - -
Filteted 50 “ . - -- - . -
Sodium Unfiheied 20,000 25,100,-18,900 12,700,-22,700 27,800,-61,000 10,200,-26,800, 33,000-39,000 21,000-30,000
Fillered 20,000 21,600,-44,500 14,100,-20,700 31,500-61,000 10,500-26,200 34,000-12,000 12,000-31,000
Thallium Unfittzied 2 -- . .- - . e
Filieied 2 - ND-1.H, - - Lo -’
Vanadium Unlizared NC ND-12.6, NL-2.9, - - - -
Filtered NC I - ND-43 - - -
Zinc Unfilter d 300 91.1,-2250 30.0,-82.8 ND-163, I ND-307 -
Filtered 300 12.6-376, 13.6,-41.4, 49-520 N ND-3)4 -




TABLE 2 (cont.)

TABLL Sheet ) ol )
SUNMMARY OF METALS (UTERED AND UNFUTERED) (;Rl‘)U.Ni)W/\Tl:.K ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR ON-SITE WELLS
GENZALE PLATING 0U-2

NOTLS:

Lo Al analyte tesulis ace shown v ug/l (ppl).

2. Denclunark levels for comparisen ore token from Deinking, Waiee Muximom Comtaminant Levels (MCLLs), USEPA Diinking Water Regulations amd Healtly Advisorics {Oflice of
Water, December 199)}]; l‘,c\v York State MCLs, New Yark Siate Depactnent of Tealih (NYSDOH). {Bueau of Fulilic Water Supply, Chapter | - Statc Sonitory Code (a8 of February

1992}}); or New York State Ambicnt Water Quality Standands and Guidanee Values, New Yok State Depariment of Envirommental Conscrvation (NYSDEC), [Division of Water, October 1993f. The
Jowes(, most conscrvalive value of Uic thice sets of criteria was chusen for compatative analysis,
). hlonitoring wells are divided as folows:

On-site wells (shallow) = MAWIS, MW2S and MV]IS. *
On-sile vells (Jeep) = MWID, MW2D aind MAVID,
OfT-site wvells = MWAS, MWSS, MAVGS, MVTS, MWES, MWOIS, MWI0S, MW IS, MWYLIS, and NCDPAW.9984,
’ Backpro el wells = MWILIS and MY 12S, ’ :
4. Boldlace cnurics cqual % exceed their respective benchmark Tevel in at least the maximum amuwd pee coucentiation range,
5. Quahifices we:
ND or - = ™ot dctected at analytical mecihiod delection limits,
- ) = Totimated value.
R = ¢jected value.
NC = No crileria available,
WD = MCL was withdrawn by EPA.




TABLE 2 (cont.)

TABLLE

SUMMARY O METALS (FILTERED AND UNEILTERED) GROUNDWATER ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR OFE-SITE AND BACKGRROUND WELLS
GENZALE PLATING OU-2

BENCHMARK

OFF-SITE WELLS

UBACKGROUND WELLS

~ L%:{l" . ROUND 1 TROUND 1 ROUND 11l ROUND | ROUND U ROUND
ANALYTE COMPARISON SHALLOW SHALLOW SHALLOW SHALLOW SHALLOW SHALLOW
Aluminum Unfiliered 50-200 627,-15,800, Nl):3700 ND-924 418-1390, -- .-
Filiered 50-200 ND-308 - - ND-20.0, . -~
Arsenic Unfiltered 15 ND-19.7, -- . .- - -
Filtered 25 NO.3.2 .- . .- - .
Barium Unfiltered 1000 © 38.2,-296 -- = 20.8,-25.9 - s
Filtered 1000 17.3-94.3 - - 9.5,-22.6 - -
Denllium | Unfiltercd 3 ND-2.0 - - = - -
 Filtered 3 - .. - - - -
Csdmium Unfiltescd s ND-8.9 - . - . -
Filtered s NB-I - - ND2B - -
Calcium Unfiltercd NC 13,900-43,400 14,0006-35,000 10,000-41,000 16,300-18,600, 13,000-19,000 13,000-20,000
Filtered NC 12,700-39,800 14,000-35,000 11,000-44,000 14,600-18,700 13,000-19,000 14,000-22,000
Chromium Unfilicred 50 26.7,-805 ND-82, ND-132 100-15¢, ND-22, ND-2]
Filiered 50 - - ND-34 - . - -
Cobalt Unfiltered NC ND-34.0, - - 2.8,-6.1 - -
Filtered NC ND-5.6 .- - N-S.A - -
Copper Unfiltered 200 18.7-69.2 N-29 -- 8.2,-11.7 - -
Filtered 200 ND-133 - - .- - -
lron Unfilicred 300 1959,-15,200, ND-78:10 N1)-4000, 1750-4270, ND-247 -
Filtered 300 ND-98.2 ND-158 ND-210 18.5-31.9, - -
Lead Unfiliered 15 9.1-64.0 ND-5.6 ND-7 ND-3.6, - -
Filtered 15 . . .- . v .




TABLE 2 (cont.)

SUMBMARY OF METALS (FILTERED AND UNFILTERED) GROUNDWATER ANALYTICAL RESULTS

FOR OFE-SITE AND DACKGROUND WILLS

GENZALE PLATING OU2

DENCHMARK ||

OEF-SITE WELLS

BACKGROUND WELLS -

HI(\;:(! . ROUND | ROUND LI ROUND LI ROUND | ROUND 1l ROUND 11
ANALYTE COMPARISON SUALLOW SUALLOW SHALLOW SHALLOW SHALLOW SHALLOW
Magnesiom | Unfiltered 35,000 2510,-13,000 ND-10,000 ND- 10,000 2050-3680, - .
Filtered 35,000 1870-10,400 ND- 10,000 ND-11,000 1830-3540, - -
Manganese | Unfiltered 50 95.6,-2280 ND-423 NI)-147 41,1-87.6, - -
Filtcred 50 15.9-384 ND-507 ND-148 9.0,-12.7 - .
Nickel Unfiliered WD 34.4,-297 NU-161 NU-117 8.1,-69.2 - -
Filtered T WD ND-112 ND-T3 ND-69 - - -
Polassium ‘Unliltered " NC ND-5800, - - 710-1880, -- -
Filtered NC 1780-4210 - - 1630-3030 - .-
Selenium Unfiltered 10 ND-2.3, - -- ND-2.2, - -
Filtered 10 - .. . . . .
Silves Unfiltcred 50 ND-12.0, - - Nb-14.0, . -
Filtcred 50 . . - - . -
Sodium ~Unfiltered 20,000 9050-50,000 8000-39,000 10,000-39,000 14,800-16,300, 9000-11,000 12,000-18,000
Filtered 20,000 7970-48,300 2000-4:4,000 11,000-43,000 13,100-14,700, 10,000-1 1,000 12,000.11,000
Thallium Unfiltcred 2 ND-1.0 - -- - - -
Filtered 2 - . - . . .
Yanadivm Unlilicred NC 12.4-59.6, - -- ND-4.7, - -
Filtered NC .- - - . . L e
Zinc Unfiltered 300 36.1,-133 ND-35 ND-27 13.9, - =
Filtered 300 5.3,-34.6, ND-84 ND-21 2.8,-13.6 ND-30 -
"




SUMMARY OF METALS (FHUFERED AND UNFNTERED) GROUNDWATER AMALYTICAL RESULYS
FOW OFF-S1TE AND BACKGROUND WELLS
GENZALL FLATING OU2

NOTES:

Al analyte results are shown in vg/l (ppb).

Denchmark tevels for compatison arc taken from Drinking Water Maximum Contaninant Levels (MCLs), USEPA Drinking Water Regulations and Health Advisorics (Office of .
Water, December 1993}; New York State MCLs, New York Stale l)c\mln\cnl ol Health (NYSDON), [Burcaw of Public Water Supply, Chapter | - State Sanitary Code (as of February

1992)}; or New York State Ambicnt Water Quality Standards and Guidance Vahies, New York State Department of Envitonmiental Conservalion (NYSDEC), [Division of Water, Oclober 1993). The
towesl, smost cortervative valuc of the Uirce scts of criteria was chosen for comparative analysis.
3. Monitoring wells are divided as follows:

Qn-site wells {shallow) = MWIS, MW2Z5 and MAYIS.

On-site wells (deep) = MWD, MW2D anid MWD,

OfT-site wells = MWVAS, MAVSS, MWGS, M\VIS, MWBS, MWIS, MWVIUS, MW 1S, MW IS, and NCDPW-9984,
Backgrevnd wells = MWIIS and MWI2S.

4. Doldface entries equal or cxceed tieir respective benchmark fevel in ot feast the maxinum amownt per concentration range.
S, Qualificrs wet -
ND or - = Mot detccted ol onalytical mcthod deteetion limits.
J = Eslimsted value, *
fl = lejected value,
NC = No criteria available.
WD = MCL was withdrawn by EPA.




TABLE 3

RESTDENTIAL SHOWER SCENARIO

EXPOSURLE PARAMUTERS:
CANCER  NONCANCLER

Exposure Duration {Ycars) 30 i’ JOTOTAL CANCER IUISK:9.328:-07
" Exposure Frequency {(Days/Y) 350 350 TOTAL 11:71.32):-02
Inhalation Rate (M3/1R) 0.6 0.6
" Time of Shower (HR) 02 0.2
Time Aler Shower (HR) 033 - 0.33
Water Flow Rate (L/HR) ; 750 750
Dathroom Yolume (M3) 12 12
Averaging Time (O) 25550 10950
Body Weight (KG) 50 50
: CANCER NONCANCER
GW CONCY VOL. FitX AR CONC. DOSLE [ SLOPE T CANCLER DOSE  [INHALATION| HAZLARD
COMPOUND (MG/L) [(UNITLESS)| C(aMAX) (MG/M2) KMG/KG/D)FACTOR|  RISK  [(MG/KG/D)| REF., DOSE [QUOTIENT
Acclone 5.97L-04 0.5 0.00373125 0.0030272 TO15-06, 0.00LE+00 1.85L-05
Benzene G.3JLE-04 0.5 0.0003953438] 0.U032075 8.18L-06 2.‘)01;'-\)3_1 2.430L-07 1.96L-05 1.71E-03 Lodk-02
Bromomethane 1.27E-03 0.5 V.LUTYITS|  U.00GTIYY i.6BL-US TTTY0.00E400) 3.9E-05 1.43E-0] 2.75E-02
Bromolomm 6.33):-04 U.5 0.003953125]  0.0032073 8. 381-00] 3 KSL-03 3.23L-08 1.YGE-05
arbon Tetrachforide |~ 6,33E-04 0.5 0.0039553438 0.003Z075 B.3BLE-00) 5.25E-02] A4A0L-07]  1.96L-US CSTTE-0A 3IE-02
Chloromethanc LATE-04 0.5 0.0088!  0.0071390 VETE-05| G30TE-03{ 1.08C-07) 433L-05
1,1-Dichlorocthene 6.33E-04 [15 J 4.9020L-08 J.98E-08 F.O4LE-10) 1.B0E-01 1.B7E-11
Mc(hylcnc Chlonide 1.27L-03 0.5 0.00790625] 0.0064145 1.081:-05{ 1.6AL-0) 2.75L-08 3.91LE-05 8.57L-01 4.50E-05
Tetrachlorocthenc . 7.89E.94 0.5 0.004923125]  0.0040008 1.0SL:-0512.03L-03 2.12L-08 2.44LE-05
Trichlorocthene ~ - | G.J0L-04 0.5 00039373 0.6031976 8.35E-00[ 6.00G-03( S.0TL-08[ 1.95L-03 _
TOTAL Y.3193L-07 .073207744




RESIDENTIAL GIROUNDWATER INGESTION SCENARIO

EXPOSURE PARAMUTLERS:
CANCER  TIAZARD INDIEX

TABLE 4

Exposure Duration (Ycars) Ju JOTOTAL CANCER RISK:8.31:-06
Exposure Frequency (Days/Y) 350 350 TOVAL 111:0.27226
Ingestion Rate (L/D) AGE-DLEDP 2
Conversion Factor (MG/UG) 0.00t 0.001
Days P'er Year 365 365
Ycars 70 J0
Body Wecight AGE-DLP 70
Avg Time-Carcinogens (D) 25550
Watering Faclor (L-Y/KG-D) 1.09
i CONCLENTHRATIONY SLOPE - CANCER  [ORAL REF.JHAZARD
COMPO JHND (UG/L) FACTOR RISK DOSE QUOT.
Acclonce 0.599 V 1.OUE-OI] V.VLUIGA
Benzenc B 0.6325| 2.90C-02 2.7E-07
Bromomethane 1.27 v 1.40E-03] 0.024853
Bromolorm 0.03 7.90L-03 7.4L-08 200.L-021 0.00080]
Carbon Tectrachloride 0.6325 1.30L-01 1.2L-06 7.00L-04] 0.024755
KChloromethane 1.408 1.30L-2 2.77L-07
1,1-Dichlorocthene 0.0325 6.00L-0) S.1E-006 9.00L-031 00V1Y2S
Mcthylenc Chioride .26 7.50C-03 VA0 6.00i-02f 0.000573
Tetrachlorocihene 0.789 5.208-02 0.11:-07 1.00C-02] 0.002102
TrichTorocthene 0.6314 U 0.00E-U3] 0002883
Aluminum 593.75 { LOUEATO0] 0010207
IChromium 1t 87.244 U FLOOETQUL  v.uV23Y
Chromium Vi 15.39 O 5.0UE-U3| 0.U8432Y
Mangancse 140.061 U . LAULE-01] 0.027523
Nickel 5991 0 2.00E-02] 0.082008
Zinc, 16.44 U 3.00E-01 0.00150V1
FTOTAL 8.3L-00 0.27220
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GENZALE PLATING COMPANY BITE
OPERABLE UNIT TWO

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE
INDEX OF DOCUMENTS

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

Work Plans

300001~
300057

300058~
300567

300568~
301002

301003-
301205

301206~
301569

Plan: Work Plan Addendum, Remedial

Dnit, Cenzale Plating Company Site, Franklin
Square, New York, prepared for U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, prepared by Ebasco, ARCS I1I

Program, February 1993.

‘Remedial Investigation Reports

Fepoa-'t: nnmswm

Plating Company Site, Franklin Square, New York,
prepared for U.S. EPA, prepared by Ebasco, ARCS II
Program, September 1994.

Report: Final Specification and Drawings for

Square, New York, prepared U.S. EPA, prepared by
Ebasco, ARCS I1II Program, September 1994. '

Report: Final Remedial Investigation Report for
prepared for U.S. EPA, prepared by Ebasco, ARCS II
Program, August 1995.

Report: Final Remedial Investigation Report for

: ble Unit 2 of the G le Plati C

prepared for U.S. EPA, prepared by Ebasco, ARCS II
Program, August 1995.



FEASIBILITY 8STUDY

Feasibility Btudy Reports : .

400001~ Report: Draft Final Feasibility Study Report for
400133 Operable Unit 2, Downgradient Groundwater

prepared for U.S. EPA,
prepared by Ebasco, ARCS II Program, August 1995.

Proposed Plans (80P, FOP)

400134~  Plan: Addendum to Field Operations Plan (FOP) for
400281  the Remedial Desian Investigation, Genzale Plating

prepared
for U.S. EPA, prepared by Ebasco, ARCS II Progranm,
February 1993.

400282- Plan: Fjield Operations Plan (FOP) Addendum for the

400475 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Second

10.0

10.6

prepared for U.S. EPA,

Franklin Square, New York,
prepared by Ebasco, ARCS II Program, February
1993.

RECORD OF DECIBION

Record of Decision

500001~ Declaration for the Record of Decision for the
500072 Genzale Plating Company, Franklin Square, Nassau
County, New York, March 29, 199%1. )

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Fact Bheets and Press Releases

1000001~ Press Release: “EPA to Hold Public Meeting on

1000002 Groundwater Study Related to the Superfund Site in
Franklin Square, Long Island”, dated August 11,
1995.

Proposed Plan

1000003- Plan: Superfund Proposed Plan for the Genzale
1000010 Pplating Company Site, Town of Franklin Square,
» prepared by the U.S. EPA,
August 1995. ‘ '
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. NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
50 Wolf Read, Albany, New York 12233

Michael D. Zagata
Commissioner

SEP 28 1995

Ms. Kathleen Callahan

Director

Emergency & Remedial Response Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region II

290 Broadway

New York, NY 10007-1866

Re: Genzale Plating Company Site ID No. 130018
Operable Unit 2 ' .
Record of Decision

_ Dear Ms. Callahan:

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation has reviewed the record of
decision for the Genzale Plating Company site. The Department concurs with the selected remedy of
. Alternative GW-1, No Further Action, as it is detailed in the above-referenced document.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Jeffrey McCullough, of my staff, at (518)
457-3976. :

s il

A~ Michael J. O’Toole, Jr.
Director
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation

AGLAAD 000

G1S Y €- 13065
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

GENZALE PLATING SUPERFUND SITE

INTRODUCTION

A responsiveness summary is required by the Superfund
legislation. It provides a summary of citizens' comments and
concerns received during the public comment period, and the
United States Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) and the
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation's
(NYSDEC's) responses to those comments and concerns. All
comments summarized in this document have been considered in
EPA's and NYSDEC's final decision for selection of a remedial
alternative for Operable Unit 2 at the Genzale Plating site

(Site). ‘
SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES

Community involvement at the Site has been moderate. EPA has
served as the lead Agency for community relations and remedial
activities at the Site. The remedial investigation and
feasibility study (RI/FS) reports and the Proposed Plan for
Operable Unit 2 of the Site were released to the public for
comment on August 12, 1995. These documents were made available
to the public in the administrative record file at the EPA Docket
Room in Region II, New York City, and in the information
repository at the Franklin Square Public Library, 19 Lincoln
Road, Franklin Square, New York. The notice of availability for
the above-referenced documents was published in Newsday on
August 11, 1995. The public comment period on these documents
was held from August 12, 1995 to September 10, 1995.

On August 31, 1995, EPA conducted a public meeting at the
Franklin Square Public Library in Franklin Square, New York to
discuss remedial alternatives for the second operable unit of
site remediation, namely, groundwater downgradient of the
Property. In addition, EPA presented its preferred remedial
alternative and provided an opportunity for the interested
parties to present oral comments and questions to EPA. The
announcement of this meeting was published in Newsday on August
25, 1995.

Attached to the Responsiveness Summary are the following

- Appendices:

Appendix A- Proposed Plan
Appendix B- Public Notice

Appendix C- August 31, 1995 Public Meeting Attendance Sheets



SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comments expressed at the public meeting have been categorized as
follows:

A. Costs

B. Remediation

C. Public Water Supply
D. Public Health Studies

E. Miscellaneous

A summary of the comments and EPA's responses to the comments is
provided below. No written comments were received during the
comment period.

A. COSTS

Comment #1
How is the decision to take no action on the downgradient

groundwater related to the cuts in EPA’s budget?

Response #1 .

EPA's preference for a No Further Action remedy is not related to
budget cuts. The preference for No Further Action on the down-
gradient groundwater is based on a careful evaluation of all
available data. The predominant factor in the decision-making
process was the determination in the risk assessment that the
groundwater downgradient of the Site, if left untreated,
presented no unacceptable level of risk to human health. This
assessment made the conservative assumption that the shallow
groundwater was being utilized as a potable residential water
supply. It should be noted that EPA does not believe that the
shallow Upper Glacial aquifer is used for drinking water by any
private source. Further, groundwater modeling has predicted that
the groundwater, if left untreated, will reach cleanup levels
through the process of natural attenuation in approximately 18
years. This time period is only slightly longer than the
predicted cleanup time frame of 14 years, if the downgradient
groundwater were to be treated as described in Alternative 2.

EPA believes that taking no action on the downgradient
groundwater is prudent, in this case, because natural processes
will have the effect of reducing contaminant levels to acceptable
levels in nearly the same time as an active groundwater
remediation.



Comment #2
Will funds for the Operable Unit 1 (OUl) cleanup be affected by
the cuts in the EPA’s budget?

Response # 2

There are currently funds available to complete the design for
the groundwater remedy However, the effect of the recently
proposed cuts to EPA’s budget on the 1mplementatlon of the remedy
cannot be fully determined at this time. EPA is currently in the
process of evaluating potential impacts of the proposed budget
cuts on Superfund sites across the country. Sites will be
prioritized based upon risks, with the worst sites receiving the
highest priority for remedial action funding. There is a strong
possibility that if the cuts are as severe as currently proposed,
the schedule for implementation of the remedy at the Genzale
facility will be delayed.

comment #3
What are the costs associated with a No Further Action

alternative?

Response #3

There are essentially no additional costs related to the
implementation of a No Further Action alternative. The costs
related to groundwater monitoring, five-year reviews, and public
awareness will be handled under the implementation of OUl.

Comment #4
What are the costs associated with the OUl cleanup?

Response #4

The design cost estimate for the soil vapor extraction system and
soil excavation is $6,183,300. The cost estimate for the
implementation of the 0OUl groundwater treatment system is
$3,909,200.

Comment #5
What were the costs associated with the RI/FS for 0U2?

Response #5

The approximate costs for the Remedial Investigation and
Feasibility Study were $456,000 and $45,000, respectively.
B. REMEDIATION

Comment #1
Where will the excavated soils from the on-site cleanup be



disposed?

Response #1

The disposal facility for excavated soils has not yet been
determined. A facility that has been permitted under and is in
compliance with the requirements of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), the law that regulates the management of
hazardous wastes, will be chosen.

C. PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY

Comment #1
Does the fact that a Jamaica Water Supply well (JWS-5155) has
been fitted with an air-stripper have anything to do with the

contamination at the site?

Response #1 _

It is extremely unlikely that the contamination found in the JWS-
5155 is related to the contamination at the Site. The
contaminants found in the supply well are VOCs. Although similar
contaminants have been found in the groundwater at the Site, very
low levels of VOCs have been found in the downgradient
groundwater. These contaminants generally decrease in
concentration with increased distance from the source. The
levels of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) found in the
groundwater in the nearest downgradient well which is
approximately 450 feet from the Genzale property, are below
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). It is unlikely that the
levels of VOCs which exceed MCLs at the supply well could be
related to the Site, because the supply well is approximately
6,800 feet south-south west of the Site. 1In addition, JWS-5155
is not directly downgradient of the facility, but side-~gradient
of the facility. This means that groundwater does not flow
directly towards JWS-5155, but somewhat parallel to it. To
further assess if the local public supply wells were, or could
be, impacted by the Site, the capture zones (the areas of
influence) for the public supply wells were calculated (see
Appendix F in the Remedial Investigation). This mathematical
analysis indicated that the area of groundwater influenced by
JWS-5155 does not intercept the contamination related to the
Genzale facility.

Comment #2
Have the Franklin Square Public supply wells which are closest to
the Site been impacted by the site-~related contamination?

Response #2
The public well cluster located closest to the Site is operated
by the Franklin Square Water District. These wells, numbered

4



FSWD-3603 and FSWD-3604, are located approximately a quarter mile
south-southeast of the Site and draw water from a depth of
approximately five hundred feet. It 1is very unlikely that
contamination from the Site could affect these wells which are
side-gradient and at a depth significantly deeper than the
contamination seen in sampling results regarding the Site. It is
also noted that this well cluster is sampled quarterly for VOCs
and is currently fitted with a granular activated carbon filter
to remove VOC contaminants.

Comment #3
Can a local supply company be forced to use the Magothy aquifer
as opposed to the Upper Glacial aquifer?

Response #3

No. Local water supply companies can only be required to meet
certain standards for water quality. If these standards are met,
whether by treatment of the groundwater or use of an
uncontaminated deeper source, the well is considered to be in
compliance with drinking water regulations.

Comment #4
How is the source of contamination of a contaminated supply well

acdldressed?

Response #4

In some cases, contaminated public drinking water supply wells
are referred to the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation to determine if further investigation is necessary
to pinpoint a source of the contamination. Low levels of
contaminants in the shallow Upper Glacial aquifer are pervasive
throughout Long Island, and determining a source is often very
difficult. For this reason, the water supply companies on Long
Island typically choose to tap the Magothy, a much deeper
aquifer, as a source of drinking water.

Comment #5
Are there any regulations in Nassau County that require testing

of private (e.g., residential) water supply wells?

Response #5

There are currently no regulations that would require an owner of
an existing private well in Nassau County to have the well
tested. The Nassau County Department of Health and the EPA do,
however, strongly recommend that any private wells be tested on
an annual basis. Further, the stated purpose of Nassau County
Health Ordinance Article 4 is to prohibit the installation of
private water system wells in those areas served by a public



water system. Since Nassau County has such a well established
public water supply and distribution system, there are very few
private wells in existence. Although EPA has received anecdotal
information that some homeowners in Nessau County utilize old
residential wells to wash cars, water lawns, fill swimming pools,
etc., the Nassau County Department of Health has no record of any
residential wells in Franklin Square. In such a case, although
it does not strictly prohibit the use of previously existing
private wells, the Nassau County Department of Health strongly
urges owners to use private wells for non-potable uses only. The
EPA will perform a survey of residents in the vicinity of the
Site to determine if there are any private wells in use.

D. PUBLIC HEALTH STUDIES

Comment #1

Has the EPA performed an assessment of health impacts for the
properties neighboring the Site in order to determine if
residents have had negative health impacts?

Response #1

Risk assessments were performed for both operable units. These
assessments did not evaluate the potential or actual impacts from
past exposure to Site conditions. The risk assessments
determined that the Site poses no unacceptable level of risk to
off~site residents. In addition, a Public Health Assessment was
performed by the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) in
cooperation with the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry, and was distributed to the public in January 1993. The
NYSDOH is currently updating the Public Health Assessment and the
community will be provided with the updated health assessment by
February 1996. The available data do not indicate that humans
are being, or have been exposed to levels of contaminants that
would be expected to cause adverse health effects. The NYSDOH
would consider conducting a public health study if the
information at a particular site indicated that exposure to a
chemical had occurred at a level that would be expected to cause
health effects. At this time, NYSDOH has determined through the
evaluation of the environmental data available, that performing a
health study in the vicinity of the Genzale Plating site is not
warranted. The public may obtain copies of the Health Assessment
or request additional information through NYSDOH's Environmental
Health Hotline at (800)-458-1158.

E. MISCELLANEQUS

Comment #1

Is the information regarding Superfund sites and associated
contamination available to local community planning boards so
that homes are not built immediately adjacent to industrial



properties, as was the case at this Site?

Comment #2

Information regarding all Superfund sites is readily available to
local governments and the general public. State law requires
that all county clerk offices have available for public review,
copies of the New York State Hazardous Site Registry. As part of
its community relations program, EPA ensures that local
governments and citizens proximate to the site are included on
its site mailing list to ensure that the nearby residents are
kept informed of site activities. Lists of Federal and State
Superfund sites, as well as sites being considered for inclusion
on the National Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund sites, are
available through EPA NYSDEC. Typically, local planning boards
would not currently allow for mixed residential/manufacturing
zoning in a neighborhood such as Franklin Square. However, the
Genzale Plating Company has been in existence at its current
location since 1915, preceding most of the homes in the immediate
vicinity. 1In addition, these homes were constructed prior to
EPA's knowledge of the detrimental impacts of the improper
disposal of hazardous waste. Currently, in order to avoid such
mixed zoning in New York State, Environmental Impact Statements
(EISs) are issued by the State or local government prior to major
construction projects such as housing developments. One aspect
of an EIS is a survey of nearby properties to determine current
or past practices that may have resulted in contamination of the
property. If any properties are found to be contaminated, or
potentially contaminated, further investigation including soils
and groundwater analysis may be performed. Any potential impacts
are mitigated prior to initiation of construction. Additionally,
financial institutions frequently require that some level of an
environmental audit be conducted to determine if subject
properties have been or could be impacted by past or current
operations at neighboring industrial properties.
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SUPERFUND PROFCSEZD PLAN

GENZALE PLATING COMPANY SITE

LS, - £t .
& “ Town Of Frenxkiin Scuere
> -~ .
H v‘> ¥ Nzsszu County, New York
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PURPQSE OF PROPCSED PLAN

This Proposed Pian describes the remecial alierngiives
considerec for conizminated groundwizier cowngradienl
of the Genzale Plziing Compzny Superiung Site loczied
in the Town of Franklin Square, Nagsau County, News
York, 2ng identifies the preferred remedial alternative
with ths rztionale for this preference. The ProposzZ
Pian was developeZ by the U.S. Environmeniz!
Protection Agency (EPA) with suppor from the New
York Siate Depanment of Environmental Consarvaiion

(NYSDEC). EPAis issuing the Proposed Plan es pen of

its public panicipation responsibilities unger Section
117(a) of the Comprehensive Environmenial Respensz,
Compensation anc Liability Act of 1280, as emended
{CERCLA) and Section 300.430(f) of the Nationa!
Contingency Pian (NCP). The ahernalives summzrizzd
here are described in the Remedia! Investigation end
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) repor: for the Site, which
should be consuliec for @ more deiailed cescription of
2ll the ahernatives.

This Proposed Plen is being provided as & supplement
10 the RI/FS reponis to infcrm the public ¢! EPA’s end
NYSGeC's prele:red remedy and to solicit public
comments penaining 1o all the remedial elternztives
eveluated, s well as the preferred alternative.

Changes 1o the prelerred remedy or a chenge from the
preferred remedy 10 znother remedy meay be made, i
public comments or additional date indicate that such 2
change will result in @ more a2ppropriate solutior.. The
final decision regarding the selected remedy will be
made atier EPA has taken into consideration all
comments from the public. Public comment is being
solicited on all the aliernatives considered in the
detailed analysis phase of the RI/FS beczuse EPA and

NYSTEC mey selesi 2 remeCy other then the preferred
remeay. .

COMMUNITY ROLE IN SELECTION PROCESS

EPA relies on public inpu! 10 ensure thz! the concerns
of the communily 2re consicered in seiecting an
efieciive remedy for each Superfund site. To this end,
the Rl/FS repons have been made availzblz 10 the
public for & 30-cay public comment pericc, beginning
on Augus: 12, end conclucing en Seplembsr 30, 1883

Copies of the RI/FS repori, Proposed Plan
2nd supporling documentation are availasle
2t the foliowing locations:

Frankiin Square Public Library

1¢ Lincoln Rozd

Franklin Square, New York 103110

Tel. (216) 486-3424

Hours: Mon-Thure,, 10:00 2.m. to 9:00 p.m.
Fri., 10:00 a.m. 10 6:00 p.m.
Sat, 10:00 2.m. 10 1:00 p.m.

EPA Dccument Control Center

280 Breadway, 18th Floor

New York, New York 10007

Hours: Mon-Fri., 8:00 2.m. 10 4:00 p.m.

Pursuant 10 Section 117(2) of CERCLA, 2 public meeting
will be held at the Franklin Square Public Library located
2! 18 Lincoln Road, in Franklin Sgquare, New York on
Augus! 31, 1295 at 7:00 p.m., 1o allow EPA to present
the conclusions of the RI/FS, to elaborate turther on the
reasons for recommending 2 prelerred remedial
aliernztive, and 1o receive public comments.
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DATES TO REMEMBEF

August 12 to Sepiember 10, 1895
Public commen! period on RI/FS repon end
Proposed Pian

. August 31, 1985 - 8:30 p.m.
Public meeting at the Franklin Squate Pubiic
Library _ .

" 12 Lincoln Road, Frankiin Square, New York

Written and oral comments will be documented in the
Responsiveness Summary section of the Record of
Decision (ROD), the document which jormalizes the
selection of the remedy.

All written comments should be addressed to:

Anne Kelly
Project Manager
U.S. Environmenta! Protection Agency
220 Broadway, Ficor 20
New York, New York 10007

SITE BACKGROUND

The Site includes the propeny located at 268 New FyCe
Fark Road in the Town of Franklin Square, Nasszu
County, New York. The propeny occupies an 2rez Oi
a2pproximately 27,000 square feet.

The Genzale Plating Company has operated an
electroplating facility cn the Site since 1915, The
Genzzie Plating Compeny facility is located in 2
primarily residential z-ea. Homes ang businesses in the
immedizte vicinity of the site are supplied by the
Frankliin Square Water District.

The site is underlain by wo drinking water aquifers: the
Upper Giacial and the Magothy. The Upper Glacial is
the more shallow aquifer, and is not usually used es &
source of drinking water. There are approximately four
hundred public supply wells in Nassau County. Of
those, only ten percent draw drinking water from the
Upper Glacial Aquiter. The Magothy is the deeper
aquifer and is Long Island’s primary drinking water
source. Two public water supply wells are located
approximately 1,400 {eet southeast of the site. These
wells, which are the closest public supply wells, are
screened in the Magothy Aquifer at & depth of
2pproximately 500 feet. Groundwater fiows 1o the
southwest.

The western porilon of the Site is cccupied by & two-
story building which houses the company office, plating
facility, and chemical slorage area. The easiern porion
of the Site is undeveloped and serves as an cutdoor

storage yard anc parking lol. (see Figure 1, giiached)

Subsurface structures lccated in the verd inciude
sanitary enc ingcustrial sewer lines, and four gzandnnes
waslewator lezchmng pis, epproxir.aiely 12 'n 1€ lesl in
depih.

Current site activities consist of eleciroplating
automobile and houseware products using nickel and
chrome. Pas! operations included anedizing end
cadmium, zinc, and brass plating. The electrepleting
processes ulilize several degreasing and clezning
agents, including organic solvents. Distillztion of spen:
1.1.1-trichioroethane, the primary sotvent currenlly used
at the facility, is currently periormed on-site 10 recover
the proguct for re-use. Wastewaler, which is currently
treated and discharged 1o the municipal sewe: sysiem.
wes discharged in the past 10 the undeargrounc igaching
pits.

In 1981, the Nasszu County Depaniment of Hee!ith
(NCDHy) conducted an inspection of the Sitz which
indicated that wasiswater being discherged 1o the
leaching pits contzined heavy metzl concenirziions in
excess of NYSDEC discherges siancards. NCD#
instructed the compazny 10 disconiinue dischercing to
the feaching pits and remove ¢conlemingted szdiments.
As g resull, the propenty owners exczvaisd en estimated
totz! of 36 cubic yards of mazterial from three ¢l the
leaching pits, but beczuse of lack ¢i financiz! resources,
the leaching pit excavalion wes nol completed.
Potential health risks associated with the remzining
leaching pit and residually contermnirated soils and
contzminaled groundwater resulie? in the inclusion of
the Genzzle site on the National Fricrities List (NPL) in
1986.

EPA contractor, Ebasco Services Inc., conducted initial
Rl field activities at the Genzale Flating Company site
from November 1289 through February 1€€0. Data
coliected during the field investigation were used to
characierize the hydrogeological conditions in the
vicinity of the site; evaluate the nature ang exient of
potential soil and groundwater contamination; evaluate
the fale and transport ol such contamination; and
conduct & risk assessment using the contaminants
found at the site. A Record of Decision (ROD) was
signed in March 19291,

The ROD addressed the treziment of both soils and
groundwaier on-site. The selecled remedy inciuded 2
combination ol treztment techniques to remedizie soils
ang groundwater contaminated with volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) and metals. 4 soil vapor exiraclion




sysiem (SVE) is currently being installed ai the sile 10
treat VOC contamingiion. This treatment will be
followed by the excavation of soils to remove heavy
melals contaminzation. Subsequent 1o the treaiment of
scils, 2 groundwater extraction and treztment sysiem
will be utilized 1o remove organic compourds and
maialc from the on-site groundwaler. The ROD also
czlied for a suppiemental investigation to deiineaie more
completely the extent of tha plume Lzvond the faciity.
The investigation of ofi-site groundwzier coniamination
was designated as the second operzable unit of site
remediation.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF ACTION

Site remediation is sometimes segregated into difierent
phases, or operzable units so that remediation of
difierent environmeniat media or areas of 2 site ¢czn
prioceed separately, resulting in an expeditious
remeciation of the entire site. EPA has designated two
operzble units for the Genzale Plating Company sile as
described below.

Operable Unit 1 (OU1) includes the treatment of on-site
soils and groundwater in the immediate vicinity of the
property, both of which are contaminaled primarily with
hezvy metals and volatile organics. OU1 is considersd
10 be the arez occupiec by the building which houseas
the Genzale company ofiice and plating facility as well
2s the undeveloped eres in the easiern ponion of th2
property. The Remedial Design for treziment of soils
has been completed and consiruction has been
initiated. The design of the on-site grouncwater
reaiment is expected 1o be completed by Spring 1€€5.

Operzble Unit 2 {OU2;, which is the subject of this
Froposed Plan, addresses the metals contaminzgtion in
groundwater downgradien: ¢f the site which is
contaminated with heavy metals, primarily chromivm.
The OU2 site investigation area exiends approximately
600 teet east, 600 feet west, 500 feet north and 1,000
feet south of the Genzale property.

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION SUMMARY

The remedial investigation field program for OU2 was
conducted from February through December 1894.
Seven monitoring wells were installed and developed.
Two upgradient moniloring wells and eight on-site wells
had been installed during the OU1 pre-remedial design
investigation in late 1893. On-site wells were drilled in
both the shallow Upper Glacial at a depth of
approximately forty to sixty fee!, and the deep Upper
Clacial at a depth of approximately seventy 1o ninety
feel. Ofi-site wells were drilled in onl the shallow
Upper Glacial at depths of fony 10 fity feet.

Three rounds of groundwater sampling were concuctec
as pant of the QU2 investigation. Samples were
analyzed for VOCs and metals in Rounds | and Il end
metals cnly in Round L. Anzlytical daiz collectes were
used o characterize the hydrogeologica! conditicns in
the vicinily of the site. evaluzle the nalure anc exient of
potential oH-site groundwaler contarninztion, ang
condect 2n assessment of risk associzied with
coniaminanis in e ol-sile groundwater.

Round | sampling. conducted in March 1884, wes
periormed with 2 manual bailer. As is sometimes the
case, this method of sample collection resulted in
samples with high levels of turbidity. As 2 resuli, ceta
indicated high metals concentrations, which were
attributed 1o the suspended panicles associgied with the
turbidity, and not representative of the metzls
concentrations in the aquifer. in an efiort 10 minimize
sample turbidity, Rounds Il and Il (June 18¢< znc
December 1864) samples were collecied using low fiow
pumps. Due to high sample turbidity, me:2!s ce:z from
cund | were no! used in the Risk Assassmzant ¢r the

" proungwater mogeling.

Anaiyiiczl data suagest that VOC coniamineiion in the
groundwater is limited 10 the on-site plume, vwhich will
be acdressed under QUL On-site VOCs of cencern
include 1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA), trichisroeihene
(TCE). and tewrachiorethane (PCE). The highast levels
of these conteminants were found in the on-siis shzliow
aquiier during Round | and were detecied &t the
following maximum concentrations: 870 micrograme per
liter (ug/l) for 1,1,1-TCA, 540 ug/! for TCE 2rc 180 ug/l
for PCE. Round It sample maximum conczniraticns
were significantly lower at 200 ug/i for 1,1,1-TCA; 200
vg/l for TCE and 72 ug/! for PCE.

Volatile constituents were also present at low
concentrations within the on-site deep groundwatar.
During Round |, only 1,1,1-TCA was detectsd a dee
well at concentrations above MCLs where it was
measured a1 10 ug/l. This well, MW-2D, is icczated
direclly downgradient of two of the leach pits which
exhibited high levels of soil VOC contamination. Other
VOCs found in the deep on-site wells ranged only up 1o
4 ug/l. No volatiie organic compounds were detecter
during the Round |l investigation ol deep on-site ground
water. In addition, the highest ievels of these
contaminants found in the shallow off-site wells were 21l
below their respezstive New York State maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs) for drinking weter of 5 ug/I.

Although sampling of the off-site deep aquiler was nct
conducted, the P! datz of the shaliow aquifer sugges:
that significant 2ltenuation has occurred. Rourc | VOC
contaminant levels measured in the on-sile deep wells



were approximziely an order of magniluce lower than
on-site shallow well contaminglion, with only one deep
sample exceading the MCL. In addition, no Round !l
szmpies ol deeper wells and no of-site shaliow well
samples from Found | or Il have exceeded the MCL for
any volatiie organic contaminent. Furthe:, contaminant
levels measured in 1294 sampiing events have generally
decreased in comparison 1o the levels measured during
the 1880 investination of OU1. This reduction in
contaminztion can be allributed to the aitenuation which
ocuurs 2s groundwaier is transporied veriically (on-site
shallow 1o cn-site deep) and laterally (on-site shallow to
ofi-site shallow) through the aguifer.

Metals were detected in the ofi-site monitoring wells,
however, only chromium was present above ils primary
MCL. Levels of chromium in excess of 50 ug/l (the
New York Siate MCL) were detected in MW-4S (73 ug/!,
Round II), MW-6S (54 ug/!. Roung I1), MW-7S (72 ug/L.
Round 1l), MW-8S (€2 ug/Il, Rounc t), MW-2S (130 ug/l,
Round #lI), MW-13$ (132 ug/!l. Rcund lil), and MW-14$
(107 vg/l, Roung ilI). Chromium v.2s not found zbove
MCLs mn any filtered samples taker. from off-site wells.
in adc:ion, samples which exceeded the MCL were
sporag:c, with no individual well samples exceeding the
MCL in two consecutive rounds of sampling. The levels
of contaminalion in the ofi-site wells were significantly
iower than the on-site wells where chromium wes
detected at 2,360 ug/! anc 1,480 vg/l in MW-2S
(Rounds Il end i, respectiely), 380 ug/l in MW-18
(Round 11}; and 206 ug/l in MW-3S {Found II).

Sempling also indicated that iron and meznganese zré
present in some wells at levels zbove their respective
secondary crinking water standards. However, the
secondary siate MCLs for iron and manganese arz both
based on aesthelic propenies and are intended 1o
prevent potential problems, such as poor 1zsta. odor
and staining of plumbing fixtures and do not specificelly
present a hezalth risk.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

A baseline risk assessment was developed as pan of
the remedial investigation for the Site. The risk
assessment evaluates the potential impacts on human
health and the environment, if the contamination at the
Site were not remediated. This information is used by
EPA 1o make 2 determination as to whether remediation
of the Site is required.

As pan of the baseline risk assessment. the following
four-step process is utilized for a.reasonzble maximum
exposure scenario: Hazard identification—-identifies the
contaminants of concern 2t the Site based on several
factors such as frequency of cccurrence, toxicity, and

concenirelion. £xposure Assessment--esimzies the
magnitude o! actual and/or polentia! human exposures,
the frequency and dure':on of these exposures, and the
pathweay (e.g.. ingesling contaminzated well-weier) by
which humans are polentially expossd.

Toxicicy Assessmeni--determines the types ¢! adverse
healih efiects associgted with chemicsr excesures, and
the reizti- nzhip betwesr, magniluce of expocure (dose)
and seve'ily of adverse efiec!s (responsg). AisA
Character.zation--summarizes angd combings outputs ¢f
the exposure and loxicily 2ssessments to provide
quantitative (e.g., one-in-a2-million excess cancer risk)
assessment of site-related risks.

The baseline risk assessment began with szlecling
contaminanis of concern which would be reprasenlaiive
of risks associated with the off-site grouncziar. These
contarninants included 2-butznone, PCE, toivene, 1,1,1-
TCA, TCE. atuminum, chromium =, chromivm %,
copper, manganese, nickel, lead, anc 2:ac¢.

Twe exposure scenarios were examingd fcr peiential
future residents. These were inhalztion cf veiatile
organic chemicals while showering and ingesiion of
contzminated drinking water. The populzticns evzluzied
includad current nearby residents ang future nearby
1esiCents. An exposure assessment wes cencucied 10
estimale the magnitude, frequency, enc curzlicn of
actual end/or potentizl exposures 10 the chemiczls of
potentiz! concern via ell pathways by which humans gre
potentizily exposed.

EPA's ecceptzble cancer risk range is 107 10 10® which
czan be interpreted to mezn that en individuel mzay have
2 one in ten thousand 1o & one in 2 million increzsed
chance of developing cancer 2s & result of site-related
exposure 1o 2 carcinogen over & 70-year lifelime under
the speciiic exposure conditions a site.

This risk assessment evaluated potentizl risks to future
individuals consuming water from the shallow aquifer.
To assess this exposure, both ingestion and inhzlation
pathways were evaiuated. The assumptions used in the
risk assessment were very conservelive which would
over-estimate risks for these pathways.

The combined risk fevels for ingestion and irhalation

" resulted in 2 cancer risk level of 8.23 x 10®°. The results

of the baseline risk assessment indicaie that the ofi-site
groundwater poses no unacceplable carcinogenic risks
10 human health.

To assess overall potential tor noncarcinogenic eXects
posed by the contaminants at the site, EPA hes
developed the hazard index (H!). The H! mezsures the



assumed simulizneous sublhreshold expesures 1o
several chemicals which coulc resull in an adverse
heahth eliect. An Hi value of greater than one may pose
a noncarcinogenic risk. A nonczncer hazard index of
0.35 was calculzled for the off-site groundwater
evalualing both irhalation and ingestion 25 pctential
paihv.ays.

REMEDIAL ACTION OEJECTIVES

Remedial gction objectives are specific goals 1o protect
human health and the environment. These objeclives
are based on available information and standards such
as applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
{ARARSs) and risk-based levels esiablished in the risk
assessment. it should be noted however, that there is
no current unacceptable risk associzted with the ofi-site
groundwater. Remedizal aliernatives have been
evaluated due 1o the presence of chromium in the cii-
site groundwazter at levels above the MCL.

The objective of QU2 is 10 address the downgrzdient
groundwater contamination attributable to the Site. The
overzll goa! of remediation is to reduce the
concentrations of contaminants to levels which are
protective of human health and the environment.

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

CERCLA requires that each selected site remsdy bs
protective of human hezlth end the environmeni, be
cosi-efiective, comply with other statutory lews, and
utilize permanent solutions and alternative technclogiss
&nd resource recovery gliernatives to the maximum
extent practicable. In addition, the s:atute includes 2
preierence for the usz of treatment gs 2 principal
eizment for the reduction of toxiciiy, mobility, or volume
of the hazardous substances. -

Two remedial alternatives were considered in the FS.
These were:

» GW-1: No Action
+ GW-2: Pumping/Filtration/Reinjection

These alternatives were screened based on
implementability, efiectiveness, and cost. The screening
resulied in remedial allernatives upon which 2 deiziled
analysis was performed. Those alternatives considered
in detail are discussed below. “Time 1o implement” is
defined as the period of time needed 1o implement the
remedy (e.g. amount of lime needed for the
construction of g treatment facility); it does not include
the time required to design the remedy, procure

coniracts lor design and consirLciicn o NEGSlgie wilh
responsible paries for implemeniaticn of ihe remecy,
conducl operation and meaintenance, of CONZUC leng-
lerm monitoring.

Alternalive GW-1: No Action

Cagiiz! Cost: S0
O & hjyr Cost: 50
Present Worth:  §©
Time to Implement: N/A

The Superfund program requires that the no ection
aliernative be considered as a baseline {or comparnison
with other alternatives. The No Action alierneiive would
rely on nztura! altenuation 10 reduce conizminznts in
1he ofi-site groundwaler. The aquiler's inherent ability to
dilute and adsorb the contaminants would resuli in
naturel fiushing of the aguiter. The soil ant
groundwaier remediation which will be imglemented
under OU1 will minimize any adcitionzl ¢cniizution to
the contaminznis in the oh-site groundwzis: It s
anticipated, based on groundv/zter med gticrmed
during the Remeagizl Design, that naturzl ensnLztion of
groundwater, in addilion to the remediatich provided
under OU1, would result in the recuction ¢i
coniaminants in the off-site groundweier tc levels beiow
State and Federal MCLs in about 18 years. Il is noled
that the time frame could be somewhat lenge:, if an on-.
site rzther than ofi-sile reinjection wers 10 bs ctilized.
The No-Action alternative woulc rely on 2 leng-term
monitoring program to confirm that the conizminents of
concern are gltenuating. A tolel of twelve menitoring
wells vsould be utilized in order 10 sample the
croundwater from the shallow aquifer to track
contzrinant migration. This monitoring weuld te
conducted as pan of the QUI groundwater remediaticn,
and as a resull would be done at no edditicne! cost.

Alternative GW-2: Pumping/Filtration/Reinjeclion

Capitzl Cost: $1.634,200

O & M/yr Cost:  $ 373,500
Preseit Wonth:  § 5,851,100
Time to implement: Three years

The major features of this alternative would include
groundwater collection, treatment, and reinjection of the
treated groundwater and 2 performance monitoring
program.

The colleclion system would consist of w0 exiraction

wells instalied in the downgradient portion of the piume
in the Upper Glzcial Aquiler 10 a2 depth of approximately
70 feel. The groundwater would be pumpec 2! 2 rale ¢!



approximately 100 galiens per minute (gpm) and piped
to a treatment facility where metals would be removed
by a dual media (sand/anthracite} pressure filtration
process. The treatment system would be designed to
eflectively reduce the chromium in the extracted
groundwater to levels below the Federal and New York
State groundwater standards. Any sludge generated
guring the metal removal process would be disposed of
ir, a RCRA Subtitle C landfill in accordance with Land
Disposal Restrictions. The treated groundwater would
then be returned to the aquifer through four reinjection
wells. The exact location of the extraction and-
reinjection wells would be determined during the design
phase. lt'can be expected, however, that since the
downgradient piume is not on the Genzale propeny,
public or private lands would need to be acquired to
construct and operate the groundwater treatment
system. Groundwater modelling has indicated that
groundwater extraction, filtration and reinjection wiit
result in the reduction of contaminants in the ofi-site
groundwater to levels below State and Federal MCLs in
about 14 years.

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives,
each alternative is assessed aggzinst nine evaluation
criteria, namely, overall protection of human hezlth enc
the environment; compliance with applicable or retevant
and appropriate requirements (ARARs); shori-term
effectiveness; long-term efiectiveness and permzanence;
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume;
implementability; cost: community and state
acceptance.

The evaluation criteria are described below:

4+ Qverall Protection of Human Hezlth and the
Environment addresses whether or not a remedy
provides adeguale protection and describes how
risks are eliminated, reduced, or controlled through
treatment, engineering controls, or institutional
controls.

. Comoliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a
remedy will meet all of the applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements and/or provide
grounds for invoking a waiver.

+ Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence refers 10
the ability of 2 remedy to maintain reliable

protection of human health and the environment
over time, once cleanup goals have been met. It
also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of
the measures that may be required to manage the

risk posed by treatment residuals and/or untreated
wastes.

s+ Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through
Jreatment refers 10 the anlicipated periormance of
the treatment technologies, with respect to thesa
parameters, a remedy may employ.

+ .. Shon-term Etiectiveness addresses ti.2 period ci
time needed to achieve protection fro.1 any
adverse impacls on human health and the
environment that may be posed during the
construction and implementation period of the
aliernative.

+  Implementability involves the technica! and
administrative feasibility of a2 remedy, including the
availability of materials and services nesced to
implement the chosen solution.

+  Cost includes both capital and operation erd
maintenance costs. Cost comparisons are made
on the basis of present wornth values. Presant
worth values are equivalent to the amount of meney
which must be invested to implement 2 ceriain
alternative al the stan of construction to provide for
both construction costs, and O&M cosis over time.

- Siate Acceptance indicates whether, tessd on its
review of the RI/FS report and Froposed Flen, the
State concurs with, opposes, or has no comment
on the preferred alternative.

+  Communily Acceplance will be assessed in the
ROD and refers to the public's general response to
the alternatives described in the RI/FS repont and
the Proposed Plan.

The following section compares the relative periormance

of each groundwater alternative.

+ Overall Protection of Human Health and the
Environment

Modeiing predicts that the groundwater extraction and
treatment proposed in Alternative GW-2 would result in
the reduction of contaminants to State and Federal
groundwater and drinking water standards in 14 years.
Modeling of the No Action Alternative, which would rely
on natural alienuation and the implementation of the
OU! remedy, predicts that MCLs will be met in
approximaltely 18 years.

As noted earlier, the risk assessment indicated that the
levels of contaminants in the off-site groundwater

-



present no signincant numan nNesitn sk, ien
unremediated.

+ Compliance with ARARs

Both alternatives would eventually comgly with ARARs.
Modeling predicts that the treatment of the groundwater
would result in the reduction of contaminants to State
and Federal groundwater and drinking water stardards
in approximately 18 years for Alternative GW-1 and 14
years for GW-2. In addition, for Alternative GW-2,any
sludge generated during the melals removal process
would be disposed of in a RCRA Subtitle C landfill in
accordance with Land Disposal Restrictions.

+ Long-term EHecliveness and Permanence

Both scenarios are essentially equivalent in their long-
term effectiveness and permanence; they only vary in
the number of year it will take 1o achieve MCLs in the
aquifer, that is, approximately 14 years for Alternztive
GW-1 and approximately 18 years for Alternative GW-2.

Alternative GW-2 would result in greater long-term
expasure 1o workers who would come into contact with
the contaminated studges from the treatment sysiem.
However, proper health and safety procedures would be
implemented to prevent or minimize exposure 1o these
materials. No treatment sludge would be generaied if
the No-Action scenario is implementzad.

1 Reduction in Toxicity, Mobilitv. or Volume Through
Treatment

Uncler both zlternatives, the groundwater contamingziion
would be reduced 1o levels below MCLs, thereby
ultirnately reducing the volume and toxicity of the
plume. Only Alternative GW-2, however, employs
treatment to achieve such reduction. Extraction and
treatment the plume tc levels below MCLs is estimated
to take 14 years, while natural attenuation of the plume
is estimated to take approximately 1€ years under
Alternative GW-1. Therefore, Alternative GW-2 would
provide the benefits of reduction of volume and toxicity
of the plume in a shorter time frame. By capturing a
significant porntion of the off-site plume, Alternative GW-2
would result in the greater reduction in mobility of the
contaminant plume, whereas Alternative GW-1 would
allow for migration of the plume. This migration,
however, will be associated with decreasing levels of
contaminants due 1o the effects of natural atienuation
and on-site treatment of soils and groundwater.

s phon-lerm enectiveness

The implementation of Alternative GW-1 would result in

* no additional risk to the community or on-site workers,

since no major construction activities would be
conducted.

The imzlementation of Alternative GW-2 (e.g. extraction
and reinjection wells, piping etc.) would ha'’e minor
negative fnipacls on residents in the study arez. These
impacts would be associated with the disruption of
traffic, excavation on public and private land, noise and
fugitive dust emissions. Appropriate measures,
however, would be implemented to minimize these
impacts.

s Implementability

The technology proposed for Alternative GW-2 is proven
and reliable in attaining cleanup goals, hovisver,
Alternative GW-2 would be significantly mors
complicated to impiement, than Alternative CW-1, the
No Action ahernative. The design of the grcundwater
extraction system would take approximatzly 1.5 years to
complete. Another 1.5 years would be reguirsd to
complete construction of that system. In acdition,
public or private land would have to be acguired in
order to place the extraction and/or reinjeciion wells,
which could potentially result in some delays zssociated
with the implementation of Alternative GW-2.

» Cost

According to the present worth cost estimatss for the
alternatives eveluateg, Alternative GW-2 (85.251,100)
would be significantly more costly to implemznt than
Alternative GW-1. The annua! cost of operating and
maintaining the groundwater extraction/treziment
system is estimated to be $375,500.

Although Alternative 1 would include long-term
monitoring of the groundwater, there are no costs
associated with this alternative as the groundwater
monitoring wells are already in place and the monitoring
would be conducted as pan of the QU1 groundwater
remediation.

«» Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the preferred groundwater
alternative will be assessed in the ROD following 2
review of the public comments received on the RI/FS
repont and the Proposed Plan.



+ Stale Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the preferred groundwater
alternative. :

PREFERRED REMEDY ' -

Based upon an evaluation of the various alternatives,
EPA and NYSDEC recommend Aiternative GW-1. Mo
Action.

With the exception of chromium, no metals or VOCs
were detected in off-site wells above State or Federal
MCLs. Although chromium concentrations exceeding
the MCL of 50 ug/! were measured in some wells, such
cases were sporadic with no individual wells exceeding
the MCL in two consecutive rounds of sampling:
chromium concentrations did not exceed MCLs in any
filtered samples from off-site wells. In addition, based on
the results of the risk assessment, levels of
contamination do not exceed acceptable levels for
cancer and noncancer risks. Furthermore, modeling
has predicted that the contamination found in the
downgradient groundwater will meet MCLs within
eighteen years through the combined effects of natural
attenuation and the removal of soils and on-site
groundwater remediation.

EPA and NYSDEC believe that the No Action gliernztive
described above is fully protective of human hezlih and
the environment, would eventually meet all ARARs.and
offers the best balance among the evaluation criisrie
discussed above, aithough it does not satisly the
statutory preference for treatment as a principa!
element.

It is important tc ncie that the remedy described 2bove
is the preferred remedy for the Site. The fina! selection
will be documented in the ROD only afier consideration
of a2il comments on any of the remedial alternatives
addressed in the Proposed Plan and the RI/FS repon.
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